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Abstract
A key aim of homelessness services is not only to ensure that homeless people attain a secure home, but that this is a
pathway to wider social inclusion. However, relatively little is known about the psychological elements that are essential
for homeless people to engage with these pathways, nor whether these elements combine in ways that are predictable
from previous research. In the present work, we examined both demographic and behavioural precursors, and contem-
poraneous psychological predictors, of a set of 49 homeless men’s intentions to engage with a programme to move them
toward long-term housing and social inclusion. Contrary to predictions based on subjective utility and rational choice theo-
ries, we found that normative pressure and did not directly predict the men’s intentions. Instead, we found that intentions
were predicted by their attitudes towards the services, and their specific beliefs about the benefits of particular courses
of action (efficacy beliefs), and to a more restricted extent their experience (sociodemographics); and in those with high
prior service use histories, only participatory beliefs guided future service use intentions. These findings suggest that it is
important to focus on intentions as a highly relevant outcome of interventions, because beliefs about interventions can
break the link between past behaviour or habitual service use and future service use. Such interventions may be particu-
larly effective if they focus on the evaluative and efficacy-related aspects of behaviour over time and better understand
the benefits the men evaluated the services as offering them.
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1. Introduction
One of the recurring themes in the debate on homeless-
ness in Britain has been the difficult and fractured nature
of the pathways out of homelessness and, therefore the
move from social exclusion to social inclusion through
the acquisition and maintenance of permanent hous-
ing. There has been concern that many pathways out of
homelessness are characterised by recurring episodes of
housing instability and high dropout rates from different
forms of intermediary provision, which casts some doubt
on the usefulness of existing forms of provision (Ander-
son, 2010; Clapham, 2005). As background, provision for
homeless people in the UK is mainly based on the ‘con-
tinuum of care’ or ‘staircase’ approach (Johnsen & Teix-
eira, 2010) in which homeless people progress from one
form of provision to another on the basis of their per-
ceived ability (as assessed by professional staff) to move
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on to the next stage. To reach the final stage of perma-
nent housing, homeless people have to show to profes-
sionals that they are able to cope on their own and are
‘tenancy ready’. This system creates many barriers and
difficulties for many homeless people to overcome in ac-
cessing services and moving through the ‘continuum of
care’ that can test their skills, knowledge and determina-
tion. Therefore,within this system it is important to know
what factors are important in influencing the chances
of success.
The difficulties inherent in the ‘continuumof care’ ap-
proach have led to calls for the adoption of the ‘housing
first’ principles. Under the ‘housing first’ principles and
guidance, the provision of adequate permanent housing
is the first priority and cornerstone for further social in-
tervention designed to deal with any ongoing health or
social problems, or lack of capabilities to cope in main-
stream accommodation. The ‘housing first’ approach re-
quires less of homeless people before they achieve per-
manent housing. In explaining the difficulties that home-
less people face in achieving successful outcomes of per-
manent housing in the current situation, the housing
literature has tended to attribute the failure rates to
housing management practices, or the quality of neigh-
bourhoods or the accommodation provided (Pawson &
Munro, 2010; Warnes, Crane, & Coward, 2013). As such,
the focus has been on the physical quality of the houses
that homeless people move on to, the support offered
through housing management services, and the quality
of the neighbourhood in both physical and, particularly
social terms.
A different perspective focuses on homeless persons’
own experiences and understanding of their situations.
Much of this work has focused on interactions with ser-
vices, because it is a social context that allows us an op-
portunity to explore the daily experiences of homeless
people find themselves in. Thus, there has been grow-
ing interest in the impact of social and psychological fac-
tors of those using the programmes, seeing them as part
of a multi-faceted solution. Such research often focuses
on the presence or absence of an appropriate social net-
work or on family cohesion, believing norms to be an
important determinant of service use and ‘future hous-
ing success’. However, the individual homeless persons’
perception of their own choices and their own psycho-
logical situation has remained somewhat neglected. One
example of a factor that has been overlooked is that of
homeless people’s self-efficacy—their sense of their abil-
ity to achieve an intended or desired result outcomes
(Bandura, 1997)—could reasonably be expected to bear
on their service use behaviours. Discussion of the role
of self-efficacy, and other psychological enablers or in-
hibitors has been sparse in the housing crisis literature
(compared with that of more obvious material or famil-
ial factors). The limited focus on psychological variables
is regrettable given that they provide powerful proximal
predictors of social participation—which is to say, it is the
way peoplemake sense of their situation, not just the ob-
jective situation itself, that helps to explain differences in
the way people behave (Schultz & Oskamp, 1999).
In addition to the lacuna in conceptual and empir-
ical focus on psychological components of service use,
there also remains a dearth of systematic evaluation ev-
idence on the impact of support services on fostering
social inclusion for homeless people. More needs to be
known both about the ways that interventions have im-
pact (both positive and negative), andwhich aspects best
encourage homeless people’s desire to make use of ser-
vices that will help them achieve social participation. The
aim of this paper, therefore, is to report and consider
evidence that illuminates the potential impact and the
role of efficacy and other related psychosocial factors on
homeless people’s intentions to use services that can in-
crease aimed at aiding their resettlement in longer-term
accommodation, and thereby also enhancing their social
participation and inclusion. We first provide some the-
oretical background regarding these psychological vari-
ables, then introduce the research itself and statistically
test hypotheses about the link between demographic
and psychological variables on the one hand, and service-
use intentions on the other.
1.1. Efficacy & Psychosocial Factors Linked to Housing
and Services Uptake
Social inclusion and exclusion is not simply an eco-
nomic or social structural phenomenon, it is also ex-
perienced most powerfully and directly as a psycholog-
ical phenomenon—in people’s daily experiences (see
Abrams & Christian, 2007). Homeless people are con-
fronted by multiple forms of exclusion, but it can be ar-
gued that the psychological dimension is critical in form-
ing their intentions and subsequent actions, in part be-
cause the interpersonal information provides a working
understanding for their experiences of the structural-
level. To address this, researchers have adopted main-
stream psychological approaches to explore homeless
people’s coping strategies, because motivations to seek
housing and employment are thought to be rooted
in people’s expectations and previous personal experi-
ences. Determination to seek housing is also arguably
linked to how people perceive events that unfold in the
world, and their ability to tackle adverse circumstances.
However, only a handful of studies, focusing on per-
sonal outcomes, have looked closely at the role of effi-
cacy and interventions for homeless people (Epel, Ban-
dura, & Zimbardo, 1999; Park & Kim, 2014), which is sur-
prising given that ‘efficacy’ is often viewed as synony-
mous with empowerment and/or wellbeing in the hous-
ing and homelessness literatures (see Clapham, Chris-
tian, & Foye, 2016). Within the domain of homelessness,
Epel et al. (1999) found, in a population of US homeless
people, that those who had been previously employed
and who had a higher level of educational achievement
also had amore positive future orientation (a higher abil-
ity to plan for the future) despite current personal cir-
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cumstances. While it is possible to argue that a num-
ber of personal and situation factors may increase or de-
crease a strong sense of personal efficacy (self-belief),
Epel et al. (1999) too suggest that enhanced personal effi-
cacy leads to greater feelings of empowerment over bar-
riers to housing, and ultimately to more sustained house
seeking behaviours and, eventually, to social inclusion.
Within the literature, an efficacy style framework has
also been applied in conjunction with social identity the-
ory (SIT) and the more general self-categorization per-
spective (Abrams & Hogg, 1990; Tajfel & Turner, 1979),
as well as a model of social attitude formation, the The-
ory of Planned Behaviour (TPB, Ajzen, 1991) to inves-
tigate social perceptions, motives, and sense of ‘self’.
Here, beliefs about the self were not solely task-based,
but the factors were rider reaching such as perceived
benefits of service use (i.e., attitudes towards service
use), the extent to which homeless people perceived
they had personal agency over their service interaction
(i.e., perceived control), and the ‘influence of social and
cultural norms’ (i.e., identification and normative influ-
ence) were explored in populations of homeless peo-
ple in the UK and the US. In a series of multinational
studies, Christian and colleagues (Christian & Abrams,
2004; Christian & Armitage, 2002; Christian, Armitage, &
Abrams, 2003; Christian, Clapham, & Abrams, 2011) con-
clude that homeless people’s social engagement is pre-
dicted both by the extent to which they perceive they
have ‘some control over their service participation’, and
by the extent towhich they feel able to ‘identify’ with the
staff at facilities. Across studies with over 700 homeless
participants, increases in their ‘perceived control’ led to
a greater sense of empowerment. Moreover, the influ-
ence exerted by social norms on participation behaviour
appears to be linked to the stability of homeless people’s
support networks. Friendship groups (friendships with
other homeless people) were less stable than those with
support worker groups and therefore the latter were
easier to identify with. The findings suggest that there
may well be a hierarchy of social relationships in which
staff could be seen as more stable social referents, but
that this might change over time as circumstances fluc-
tuate (also see Christian & Abrams, 2003; Snow & An-
derson, 1987). The results suggest that a combination
of factors, efficacy as well as normative-based variables,
interact with the social context to determine whether
people uptake service opportunities (see, Christian &
Abrams, 2004). Unclear, however, is the role of prior be-
haviour (which could be either previous service use and
measures of housing instability) in shaping intentions—
with some research supporting a direct link from prior
behaviour to intentions, and other studies suggesting
no direct links but providing evidence for an intentions-
behaviour relationship—leaving questions about poten-
tial impact of this factor within this domain.
In the present work we extend previous research
(Christian & Abrams, 2003, 2004; Christian et al., 2011)
by exploring the potentially distinct but additive contribu-
tions of efficacy-based beliefs, attitudes, and normative
influences (social influence and social identification with
friendship groups) in predicting both current and future
housing service use. We are also conscious of the com-
plex nature of the circumstances facing homeless peo-
ple. Therefore, an important contribution of the present
work is to disentangle how contemporaneous psycholog-
ical variables (attitudes, efficacy and so on) relate to fu-
ture service use intentions after accounting for the indi-
vidual’s context, defined in terms of differences in the
length of time that particular individuals have spent with
coping with housing instability, as well as their length of
residence at the shelter in which they are currently resid-
ing. Arguably, both these indices of past behaviour could
be a basis of service use ‘habits’, which may or may not
fully explain continuing and intended active engagement
with the housing services and their use (i.e., no relation-
ship between prior behaviour and intentions); or alter-
natively the findings could demonstrate desire to engage
on the part of the men and provide evidence of contex-
tual/structural issues whichmight present barriers to ser-
vice use (i.e., no relationship between current behaviour
and intentions). As such, the present correlational study
seeks to understand to what extent psychosocial vari-
ables may play a role in enabling people to break free of
their situation and past circumstances in determining fu-
ture service use intentions, an indicator of their eventual
pathway to social participation and inclusion.
2. Method
2.1. Selection and Recruitment
Prior to conducting the study, service facilities were con-
tacted based on information from experts working with
the homeless population in Birmingham (also see, Chris-
tian & Abrams, 2003; Toro et al., 1999; Snow&Anderson,
1987). The main principles for consideration of these
facilities were the location and size of the population
served, mainly due to the differences in services offered
from different sized facilities. The sample of homeless
peoplewas drawn fromboth large and small facilities, be-
cause smaller facilities tended to offer either supported
housing or floating support to their homeless clients,
whereas larger facilities generally provide both services
to their clients. It was considered to be important that
both forms were taken into account.
Once facilities agreed to take part in the investiga-
tion, two approaches were used to recruit homeless peo-
ple. First, posters providing information about the study
were displayed in common areas; and second, mem-
bers of staff also approached clients and asked whether
they might be willing to take part in the research (see,
Christian et al., 2003). Similar procedures have been pre-
viously used (Akilu, 1992; Christian & Armitage, 2002;
Christian et al., 2011; Toro et al., 1999). Potential partic-
ipants, asking opting in, were then included in the inter-
view schedule.
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2.2. Participants
Forty-six homelessmen fromBirmingham, England, rang-
ing in age from 21 to 62 years (M = 38.63, SD = 11.54)
took part in the study. They were predominantly: White
British (59%) and single persons (87%). Additionally,
there was almost an equal split for participants between
those with employment/academic qualifications (24),
versus those without academic/employment qualifica-
tions (22). Of these, 27 participants had experiencework-
ing as labourers or with ‘unskilled jobs’, while 19 partici-
pants reported having skilled employment backgrounds.
The profile of the participants reflects the patterns re-
ported in the single homeless literature (Anderson, 1994;
Burrows, 1997; Busch-Geertsema, Edgar, O’Sullivan, &
Pleace, 2010; Fitzpatrick, Johnsen, & White, 2011; Fitz-
patrick, Kemp, & Klinker, 2000). All participants had used
services prior to the study, and on average, the partici-
pants had spent six months in their current temporary
accommodation, residing at the shelter from which they
were sampled.
2.3. Measures
2.3.1. Pilot Study
In accordance with the framework (TPB; Ajzen, 1991;
Bandura, 1997; SIT, Abrams & Hogg, 1987) used to guide
the research, a pilot study was conducted prior to main
study, pilot interviews were conducted with ten home-
less people. The purpose of these was to gather the con-
tent for both the interviews, and to determine whether
homeless people felt that use of services led to them se-
curing long-term accommodation, thus ensuring the eco-
logical validity. Interviews used open-ended response
formats and lasted an average of one hour. The result-
ing interview measure consisted of the following items:
Behavioural Intentions
Behavioural intention itemswere: “I intend to use a hous-
ing programme this month”, “I am likely to use a housing
programme this month”, “The chances are that I will use
a housing programme this month,” (scored 1 = strongly
disagree through to 5= strongly agree). Themean of the
3 items was taken as a reliable measure of intention to
use a housing programme (α = 0.67).
Attitude
Participants were presented with the statement: “Using
a housing programme this month would be”. Two re-
sponse options were provided: important/unimportant;
positive/negative,” on 5-point scales. The mean of the 2
itemswas taken as ameasure of attitude towards the use
of a housing programme (α = 0.78).
Norms
Participants were asked if they felt that friends and fam-
ilies influenced their decision to participate in housing
programmes. Only referent beliefs were assessed, be-
cause in pilot phases of the work, participants were clear
that there was not a relationship between referent be-
liefs and theirmotivation to comply. For example, “Those
who are important to me think that I should use a hous-
ing programme this month” (referent belief) (scored 1 =
disagree completely through to 5 = agree completely).
The item was used as a measure of social norms.
Perceived Control
A single item tapped perceived control: “How much con-
trol do you feel you have over your housing and housing
searches?” (scored 1 = disagree completely through to
5 = agree completely).
Efficacy: Participatory Behavioural Beliefs
Three items were used to measure participants’ par-
ticipatory beliefs. These items clustered around ‘atten-
dance’, ‘meeting with key workers’ (support staff), and
their role in activities with Local Government to gain
housing. The questions focused on assessing whether
the participants felt that they had the skills/confidence
necessary to engage in these behaviours to meet their
housing related goals, or whether they felt that they
were unable to do so (i.e., perception of skills needed
related to specific tasks required as identified by them).
Items were scored 0 (never) to 5 (very often). The mean
of the 3 items was used as a measure of efficacy: partici-
patory behavioural beliefs (α = 0.61).
Social Identification
Two itemsmeasured social identification. These included
statements such as, “In general, the social groups I be-
long to are an important part of my self-image”. Each
were scored 1 (disagree completely) to 5 (agree com-
pletely). Themean of the 2 itemswas taken as ameasure
of identification with a social group (α = .91).
To help to tease apart the nature of the social re-
lationships that might be important for participants,
we also asked about the range and numbers of so-
cial contacts, friendships and what they found impor-
tant features of them, and whether they thought social
groups were based on location (i.e., “I have friends in
Bournemouth; I have a mate in London.” Social groups
were not categorical in terms of construal around a
‘role’ as linked to activities, such as political participa-
tion or community network, rather they were linked to
geographical locations whether all within one city, Birm-
ingham, or in several locations ranging from London to
southern regions of England andWales). Informationwas
gathered using scoring 1 (low end of scale/no contacts)
through to 5 (high end of the scale/several contacts). In
addition, open ended questions were also thematically
coded and assigned categorical values for analysis.
Sociodemographic Characteristics and Prior Service Use
Patterns
Causes of homelessness, views of people’s ability to over-
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come housing instability in Britain, length of time spent
in the current homeless hostel, level of education/type
of employment training, age, ethnicity, and marital sta-
tus were recorded using open-ended questions. Ethnic-
ity and marital status were binary (0,1) coded for the
purpose of statistical analyses. Length of time spent
homeless, however, was coded in number of days
spent homeless.
2.3.2. Procedures and Administration
Administration of Structured Interview
Consistent with procedures outlined in the literature,
homeless people were approached at tables in facilities,
or theywere randomly selected fromdaily registers (Toro
et al., 1999; also see, Christian et al., 2011). All par-
ticipants were told that their responses would be kept
confidential, and that their assistance would not affect
their future opportunities to take part in the services pro-
grammes. Prior to taking part in the interviews, homeless
people were asked if they would be willing to take part
in a series of interactions and told that these meetings
would include an interview and intervention classes. If
potential participants agreed, then they were provided
with more information about the study and a first inter-
view was arranged. Interview schedules were adminis-
tered verbally and on a one-to-one basis in a quiet area
within service facilities. This widely accepted procedure
minimizes the effects of literacy on responding (Toro &
Wall, 1991). Interviews took approximately 45 minutes
to complete.
Measure of Current Behaviour
To capture an ‘objective measure’ of current service use
behaviour, service providers were contacted eight weeks
after the interviews had been completed. They were
asked whether each of the men was still residing at the
hostel. A binary coding system was employed and partic-
ipants were assigned ‘0’ if they were not still residing at
the hostel (because they had moved into other accom-
modation (longer term)), and ‘1’ if they were still in resi-
dence. (This measure was used in conjunction with prior
service use histories and length of time spent without
permanent accommodation.)
3. Results
3.1. Preliminary Findings
It may be surprising given the barriers that homeless
people face in the ‘continuum of care’ approach that,
in general, homeless people had positive views of ser-
vices, and they also felt that most people facing hous-
ing issues within British society overcome these difficul-
ties (M = 4.36 overcome housing difficulties on a 5-point
scale). Moreover, they indicated that they did not spend
‘a lot’ of time worrying about their access to housing
(M = 1.39 level of worry on a 5-point scale). They men
felt that they had ‘average’ amounts of control over their
lives generally (M= 3.5 on a 5-point scale) in spite of their
circumstances. On the whole, they reported fairly posi-
tive views towards (their) housing instability and its reso-
lution, with their concerns largely focused on the process
and not access to housing. These themes are reflected in
the correlations presented (see below).
3.1.1. Are Perceived Benefits of Services Hindering
Inclusion?
In this study, we sought to explore perceptions of service
utilisation. The overall pattern emerging demonstrates
that attitudes, participatory behaviours and norms are
interrelated, indicating that the homeless men are pri-
marily motivated by what they perceived the benefits
and outcomes of their service utilisation to be (see Ta-
bles 1 and 2, which provides correlations amongst the
variables). Interestingly, for those still residing at the hos-
tels in which they were interviewed (n = 29; still residing
after interview), therewas a strong relationship between
homeless people’s attitudes and their intentions to con-
tinue participation, such that themore benefits that they
saw as coming from taking part in housing services, the
more likely they were to intend to take part in them. Also
consistent with our expectations, intentions to use hous-
ing services were associated with a stronger perceived
control over one’s circumstances (r = .42, p = .004). Par-
ticipants also felt that they would benefit most from
an intervention programme, as tapped by asking them
about whether they would find further services to sup-
plement current service to be helpful in their acquisition
of permanent accommodation, if they could see the ben-
efits of the service they were using (r = .417, p = .008).
As we have pointed out, perceived benefits of their
service use (attitudes), future service use intentions, per-
ceived control, and participatory beliefs were all inter-
related, supporting the theory approaches informing
the work. In Table 2, we used the average length of
stay/contact with the current service as a way to divide
(median split procedure) the sample into low and high
service use categories to explore differences in future
service use intentions. (Although the sample sizes are
not equal, the distribution of high and low members
across services is, which is why there are no mean dif-
ferences found amongst locations). For those in the low
prior service use category (i.e., 90 days maximum), there
is a relationship between prior use and future service
use intentions, with those having had the shortest his-
tories of contact with services being those people form-
ing the strongest intentions. More robust future use in-
tentions were also associated with shorter lengths of
time spent without permanent accommodation. Other
factors correlated with higher future use intentions were
age and ethnicity—meaning that youngermen, of British
Caucasian origin, reported having stronger intentions for
future use. This is, in contrast, to those who had longer
periods of contactwith services (excess of 90 days and up
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations (n = 46).
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. BI 4.39 0.99
2. ATT 3.97 1.21 .403**
3. SN 2.11 1.69 .205 .367*
4. PBB 3.44 1.62 .420** .163 .073
5. Control 3.52 1.56 .170 .054 .007 .037
6. SI 3.03 1.64 .189 .317* .017 .117 .067
7. MI 1.89 0.88 −.78 −.351* −.007 −.149 −.153 −.122
8. Current Use 0.83 0.38 −.165 .157 −.084 −.031 −.179 .045 −.124
9. Prior Behaviour 192.11 284.49 −.260 −.147 −.145 −.058 −.321* −.196 −.069 .158
10. Time Homeless 1652.59 2067.07 .053 .029 .054 −.026 .084 .020 −.062 .078 .220
11. Age 38.63 11.54 −.248 .046 −.120 −.183 .041 −.102 −.242 .106 .211 .355*
12. Ethnicity 59% white .358* .089 −.068 .163 .055 .099 −.054 −.035 −.022 .014 −.310*
Notes: * p < .05; ** p < .01; 1. BI = Behavioural Intentions; 2. ATT = Attitudes; 3. SN = Subjective Norms; 4. PBB = Participatory Behavioural Beliefs;
5. Control = Perceived Control; 6. SI = Social Identity; 7. MI = Number of Social Groups Reporting Being a Member of; 8. Current Use =moved on or still
residing in hostel; 9. PB = length of time spent residing at current hostel (in days); 10. Length of time spent as homeless (reported in days).
to 3 years). Within this population of men, attitudes and
intentions are almost synonymous (r = .849, p = .001),
showing the close link between perceived benefits and
future intentions. Also, therewere negative relationships
between attitudes and social norms, as well as between
time spent without permanent accommodation and per-
ceived benefits of services (i.e., with their attitudes). In
these cases, longer spells of homelessness reduced the
number benefits viewed as linked with housing services
and fewer benefits were associated with more social
pressures to engage in service use.
3.1.2. Is Service Use Behaviour a ‘Habit’: The Role of
Prior Behaviour?
Turning attention to the absence of a significant corre-
lation between the men’s current behaviour and future
service use intentions, while inconsistent with what we
might expect (see Armitage & Connor, 2001; Christian
et al., 2011), the moderate relationship between prior
behaviour and future use intentions means that there
is still quite good capacity for predicting what people
are likely to do. For this reason, we explore the predic-
tion of intention from a number of variables identified
through the correlation analysis, and we test our prog-
nostication using a multiple regression analysis. With fu-
ture service use intentions as the dependent variable, on
Step 1, we entered ethnicity and prior behaviour (length
of time spend at without permanent accommodation) to
control for the effects of personal experiences amongst
the men and the influence this might have on shaping
their future use. Then, on Step 2 we entered attitudes
and participatory behaviours. In this way, we can test the
relative contributions of each of these psychosocial vari-
ables, and the extent to which these outweigh the influ-
ence of personal habits, or circumstances (i.e., length of
time), or background (ethnicity) in forming future service
use intentions.
The regression analysis (see Table 3) showed that
prior behaviour (length of time homeless) and ethnicity
explained 12.6% of the variance, Fchange (2, 42) = 3.02,
p = .059, with a significant effect for ethnicity. (This al-
lows us to control for the impact of any influence from
prior behaviours before exploring the contributions of
other background variables. Once these are examined
we move to examine the impact of psychosocial vari-
ables). The addition of attitude and participatory be-
havioural beliefs accounted for a further 24% of the vari-
ance, Fchange (2, 40) = 7.55, p < .005, so that the model
as awhole accounted for 36.5%. Overall, the findings sug-
gest that prior and current experiences were much less
important in shaping intentions, with emphasis instead
given to attitudes, perceived benefits and to a lesser ex-
tent to the men’s ethnicities1.
Given the relationship between future use intentions
and prior use, we also conducted the regression analysis
using the responses of those in the lower service use pop-
ulation2. Variables were entered in the same ordering as
described above.
The regression analysis (see Table 4) showed that
prior behaviour (length of time homeless) and ethnicity
explained 27.6%of the variance, Fchange (2, 29)= 5.52, p =
.009, with a significant effect for both factors. The addi-
tion of attitude and participatory behavioural beliefs ac-
counted for a further 14.4% of the variance, Fchange (2, 27)
= 3.363, p < .05, so that the model as a whole accounted
for 42%. Overall, the findings suggest that the homeless
experiences and ethnicity were much less important in
shaping future use intentions (p = .068 and .062 respec-
tively), with emphasis on participatory beliefs (p = .02).
1 If we treat ethnicity as a random factor rather than as a measured variable, then p = n.s.
2 With an n-size of 33, we have power at .95 (with the effect size).
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for high and low prior service use populations: High prior use above diagonal (n = 13) and low prior use below diagonal (n = 33).
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. BI 4.38 (4.40) 1.02 (.98) — .849** −0.457 0.273 .535 0.216 −0.46 −0.18 0.03 0.517 0.086 0.255
2. ATT 3.08 (4.03) 1.12 (1.25) 0.245 — −.669* 0.092 .548 0.231 −0.443 −0.184 −0.038 .595* −0.029 0.152
3. SN 2.00 (2.15) 1.07 (1.71) −0.106 −0.352 — −0.023 .000 −0.167 0 0.191 0.286 −0.153 0.068 0.371
4. PBB 3.61 (3.36) 1.49 (1.68) .474** 0.193 −0.393 — .134 −0.116 −0.149 0.391 0.124 −0.276 0.039 0.045
5. Control 3.60 (3.48) 1.55(1.58) .031 −.118 .038 −.314 — .259 −.803* .312 .045 .420 .162 .008
6. SI 2.00(3.04) 1.75(1.61) 0.178 .351* 0.487 0.204 −.009 — −0.261 0.342 −0.183 0.117 −0.4 0.469
7. MI 2.00(1.84) 1.00(.83) 0.102 −0.308 0.11 −0.16 .128 −0.053 — −0.096 0.067 −0.532 −0.378 −0.165
8. Current Use 92% 78.8% −0.166 0.259 0.004 −0.14 −.314 −0.032 −0.300 — 0.219 −0.343 0.165 −0.228
9. Prior Behaviour 176 days 231 days −.360* −0.172 0.065 −0.12 −.445* −0.201 −0.133 0.131 — 0.058 0.121 0.101
10. Time Homeless 500 days 445 days −.372* −0.178 0.183 −0.134 −.440 0.006 0.09 −0.001 .696** — 0.235 −0.07
11. Age 36 years 43 years −.384* 0.107 0.135 −0.295 −.015 0.013 −0.236 0.039 0.431 0.281 — −0.433
12. Ethnicity 61% White-British 54% White-British .400* 0.074 0.032 0.201 .070 −0.053 −0.009 0.005 −0.407 −0.017 −0.299 —
Notes: * p < .05; ** p < .01; 1. BI = Future Service Use Intentions; 2. ATT = Attitudes; 3. SN = Subjective Norms; 4. PBB = Participatory Behavioural Beliefs; 5. Control = Perceived Control; 6. SI = Social Identity; 7. MI = Number of
Social Groups Reporting Being a Member of; 8. Current Use =moved on or still residing in hostel; 9. PB = length of time spent residing at current hostel (in days); 10. Length of time spent as homeless (reported in days).
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Table 3. Hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting future service use intentions.
Step/Predictor R R2 FChange dfa B SE
1. Ethnicity .355 .126 3.022 2,42 .695* .287
Length of Time Spent Homeless −2.464 .000
2. Ethnicity .605 .365 7.554 2,40 .529* .254
Length of Time Spent Homeless −2.525 .000
Attitude .266* .105
Participatory Behavioural Beliefs .198* .078
Notes: Dependent measure: future service use intention; * p < .05.
Table 4. Hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting future service use intentions (n = 33; low prior service use
included).
Step/Predictor R R2 FChange dfa B SE
1. Ethnicity .525 .276 5.52** 2,29 .362* .313
Length of Time Spent Homeless −2.22* .000
2. Ethnicity .648 .420 3.363 2,27* .286 .296
Length of Time Spent Homeless −1.95 .000
Attitude .675 .089
Participatory Behavioural Beliefs 2.35* .089
Notes: Dependent measure: future service use intention; * p < .05; ** p < .01.
4. Discussion
The general point emerging from these findings is that ef-
fective services need to understand and target thewhole
person, but that there may be important time periods
to understand when and how people are willing to form
intentions and to use services aimed at aiding them. In
this study, based on an application of theory of planned
behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) and efficacy principles (Bandura,
1997), the homeless men suggest that they have iden-
tified of skills or behaviours that might overcome the
perceived barriers to reaching longer-term accommoda-
tion (participatory behaviours), but they also identify
and deal with the presence of potential structural sys-
tems/organizational issues that could be inhibiting satis-
factory housing outcomes and perpetuate the cycle of
social exclusion (absence of a link between intentions
and current behaviour). Here, we note the complexity
of service use and homeless people’s lives. Additionally,
picking up on the latter we examine the prior behaviour-
current behaviour-intention relationship. However, we
explore possible patterns of those using services versus
those who have moved on. The results of this highlight
that barriers to housing might not be the same barriers
or hurdles that impact decisions whether to take part in
services; the barriersmight be very different. The percep-
tions of different barriers have implication for whether
the men were able to form intentions and to sense of
efficacy over the tasks that might be relevant to them
participating in their own rehousing processes. Then, we
show that use of housing services is not a habitual act on
the part of homeless people, because there a change in
the frequency of behaviour (current behaviour is guided
by a cost benefit analysis in which the men actively
gauged the benefits of participation (also see Christian
& Abrams, 2003).
To better understand this point about engagement
and predicting future service use intentions, let’s exam-
ine the role of participatory behavioural beliefs (Bandura,
1997). First, the evidence suggests that homeless peo-
ple’s understanding of the phases needed to gain perma-
nent accommodation, and their assessment of whether
they possess the skills required to successfully complete
the tasks/steps, together are key elements in their in-
tentions about whether to try to advance their situation
to gain permanent accommodation. Similarly, the per-
ceived benefits (Ajzen, 1991) of the delivery of the ser-
vice use were important. The more positively they eval-
uated the service delivery (higher attitude scores), the
more likely they were to report positive participatory be-
liefs, showing the close link between content and de-
livery in determining future use (service use intentions)
(Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). While the data are only cross
sectional, they map on to other longitudinal data, which
also showed that determinants of initial service usewere
not the same determinants reported after 12 months of
engagement (Christian et al., 2003).
Breaking this pattern down in terms of thinking about
the process, it is possible that two things could be hap-
pening. The first, and most likely, is that perceptions of
the use of services and what is needed to overcome bar-
riers to continued participation are not the same, and
should not be conceptualized of as such. These barriers
could be contextual (and thus the absence of a link with
current behaviour) and tie into the local housing envi-
ronment. But, there might also be a combination of con-
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textual factors and personal resource issues that go on
here too (and hence the reason why length of time with-
out accommodation is not related but rather length of
engagement with service). Therefore, it might be seeing
twopopulations for the following reasons: homeless peo-
ple with more positive attitudes to services might stay or
development other links within the services, and those
with more negative attitudes might move-on, because
the resources needed might not be gleaned through en-
gagement but by benefits and resources in achieving sat-
isfactory housing outcomes. In other words, if those de-
siring to ‘move on’ perceivemore benefits as drawn from
outside of the service, they could see more opportuni-
ties laying elsewhere than those men who are more con-
tent with the service. That is, the experience of homeless
people not using services, but achieving positive hous-
ing outcomes, might need to be captured and incorpo-
rated in intervention programmes’ design in order to fa-
cilitate understanding of this. A second possibility is that
the men’s ‘perceived service requirements/needs’ are
not static but dynamic and change over time, and indeed
the potential benefits may also change over time, and
therefore this should be considered by those designing
and monitoring service delivery (this might also be why
longer contact with services decreases intentions for fu-
ture use. It is possible that needs are being met through
other avenues and resources whether personal network
or structural in nature and not the service. The flip side is
that if the services are aiming for this, then the decrease
in future intentions should be recorded positively as an
achieved goal).
In the debate about the relative merits of the ‘con-
tinuum of care’ and ‘housing first’ models, the findings
show the importance of psychological variables in en-
abling homeless people to overcome the many hurdles
placed in their way to achieving permanent housing. The
fewer the hurdles, themore likely it is that homeless peo-
plewill have the necessary skills, knowledge anddetermi-
nation to overcome them. Also, the early reward of per-
manent housing in the ‘housing first’ approach is more
likely to be reflected in more positive evaluations of ser-
vice outcomes and so increase the intention to partici-
pate in programmes, both factors that proved important
in determining outcomes in the present study.
As well as the practical and policy implications, there
are a number of important theoretical contributions.
Bentler and Speckart (1981) and Bagozzi (1981) have sug-
gested that the best predictor for future behaviour is
past behaviour, highlighting the central role that prior be-
haviour is likely to play in guiding choices, actions, and
motives of people. This contrasts strongly with Ajzen’s
(1991) argument that effects of prior behaviour should be
absorbed in the attitude, subjective norm, and perceived
behavioural control components within the Theory of
Planned Behaviour. Prior behaviour should therefore not
exert an independent influence on behaviour or future
behaviour. Here, however, we would argue that current
behaviourmight be restrained by social structures, so the
reason we are not seeing a direct link is not because the
men are not intending to engage, but because there are
barriers that are beyond what they perceive. (We indi-
cate that they are beyond their perceptions, because find-
ings suggest that they feel they have knowledge to help
in the resettlement process.) What is interesting is that
prior behaviour appears to have an optimal window for
facilitating task-related efficacy and intentions for future
service use. Shorter andmore intensive contact seems to
bemore effective for active engagement, whereas longer
sustained periods of contact change the pattern asso-
ciated with intentions and cost/benefit analysis carried
out by the men. Importantly, this does not seem to be
connected to the length of time spent without perma-
nent accommodation Given that these services rely on
a co-creation model, it highlights that homeless people
see their needs, and contributions, as important in chart-
ing the directions in which help might be developed—
including the notion that these might not be static but
more dynamic in nature.
One unexpected finding in this study was that we did
not observe a strong role of norms or identification with
intentions or behaviours. This differs from our prior work
(Christian & Armitage, 2002; Christian et al., 2011) and
that of others (Snow & Anderson, 1987). One factor that
maps onto this difference is that the present context is
housing whereas previous work focused on outreach ser-
vices. It is possible that housing intentions have a more
individualistic focus—ultimately concerned with the per-
son’s own personal situation. The present evidence sug-
gests that if norms and identity have an influence on in-
tentions it may be rather indirect. For example, norms
were related to attitudes but not directly to intentions. In
contrast, it seems likely that use of outreach services in-
volves a focus on provision that is often shared with oth-
ers such as food, other material or emotional supports
and so forth. Therefore, the role of norms and identity
may be more proximal to the behaviour given the imme-
diacy of the context. However, further research, and ide-
ally longitudinal evidence, is needed to understand how
andwhen group identity and shared social normsmay be
implicated in housing intentions.
This highlights some interesting methodological
points and constraints on the application of our findings.
The current study provides a concrete step towards un-
derstanding more about the relationship between psy-
chosocial variables and future service use, but it does not
shed light on when those perceived benefits are likely
to change (relationship between attitudes and current
and prior behaviour), or why there is a disparity between
current behaviour with prior behaviour to that of fu-
ture use. The complexities of this would likewise have to
be unpacked using more qualitative and narrative forms
of data collection. Additionally, we realize that this is
a restricted sample size and that we have not include
women’s views. It is likely in another location and with
a mixed gender sample we would find some variations
in the patterns. But equally such an application would
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answer important questions about the influence of the
structural context. It is possible that locations such as
London, for example, will follow the same emergence of
routines between services, either because members of
staff move between organizations, or because the frame-
work and participation in professional networks shapes
the provision that is offer. Suffice to say that such appli-
cation would be awelcome—andwould be an important
contribution.
The present findings suggest that focusing on home-
less people’s evaluations of their prospects and choices,
and their beliefs about the effectiveness of pursuing vari-
ous options for action can play an important role in their
developing effective intentions. This does not, of course,
mean that theywill be able to overcome the very realma-
terial and practical barriers to inclusion and finding hous-
ing that undoubtedly exist, but at least it does mean that
some of the psychological obstacles may be overcome
and homeless people could be enabled to persist more
with action that is likely to be effective. In turn, we know
that things that increase social inclusion also increase
well-being, and feed into a virtuous cycle that helps to
build social capital and other important non-financial
resources (Abrams & Christian, 2007; Abrams, Hogg, &
Marques, 2005). In summary, the present research offers
an optimistic prospect for those planning interventions
that can support homeless people. The past is not an in-
evitable portent of the future and the right kind of sup-
port does seem to hold the potential for helping home-
less people to perceive and aim for better outcomes.
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